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As we review our investigation of the many facets of our State’s transit 
problems we recall with due appreciation the counsel and helpful assist- 
ance of our chief executive, our legislators, municipal officials, 
commuter groups, officials and personnel of the public carriers, labor 
representatives and all those who aided in facilitating our studies. 


So many reports and studies have been compiled over the years with- 
out any tangible benefits accruing to the public interest that the Rail- 
road Division in presenting this report does so with some concern. 


Failure on the part of the Public and their representatives to appreciate 
the seriousness of our transit problem and to provide adequate funds 
to correct the situation will result in the effort and expense of this 
evaluation of our State’s needs following the course of all prior studies. 


The present situation is fraught with danger and closely resembles 
the critical hours of “Custer’s Last Stand.” Only immediate action 
can avert a comparable end result. 
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THE IRON HORSE 


Ever since the first transcontinental steel 
rails bound our nation together in 1869 the 
railroads of America have contributed ma- 
terially to our way of life and to our rapidly 
expanding economy. As the Covered Wagon 
rumbled on into the pages of history, the 
“Tron Horse” carried the lifeblood of the In- 
dustrial Age across the length and breadth 
of our land. 


Today, this “horse” is ailing. The motor 
vehicle, a comparative newcomer but a more 
domesticated “steed,” has usurped much of 
the railroads’ proud burden as well as the 
rewards which for many years made rail- 
roading a gainful and adventuresome pursuit. 


Nowhere is this condition more apparent 
than in the transportation of passengers, 
particularly in our urban areas. The motor 
car provides door-to-door transportation and 
is available at any moment of the day or 
night. Initial cost and maintenance expense 
are reasonable by present high standards of 
living, and a car gives its owner a measure 
of prestige as well as convenience. 
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The rail carriers’ “illness” has become a 
progressive one, reaching a crisis in the last 
decade. In our own State, as in some other 
sections of the country, railroads were caught 
in a squeeze between rising costs and de- 
clining income. The State and the munici- 
palities have been reluctant to allow the 
railroads to be relieved of property taxes. 
Grandiose plans developed by worried offi- 
cials, numerous traffic consultants and pri- 
vate groups have also been ineffective. The 
Public simply was not convinced that the 
situation was serious enough to warrant the 
expenditure of the hundreds of millions of 
dollars most of the transit plans required. 


THEN AND NOW 


The Public’s attitude appeared to be “Why 
worry?” It was easier and more “entertain- 
ing” to complain about transit deficiencies 
than to do something about them before they 
became a serious menace. 


New Jersey railroads grasped at a “last, 
drastic remedy” for survival. In an attempt 
to avail themselves of the advantages of the 
Federal Transportation Act of 1958, some 
lines applied to be relieved of passenger 
operations, specifically commuter service. 
Unless this could be accomplished, they 
warned, they would have to go out of 
business. 


Realizing that loss of rail commuter service 
would be a blow to our State’s economy 
far more serious than any natural catastro- 
phe yet experienced, our State Administra- 
tion determined to do something about 
assisting the railroads. Prior attempts had 
met with general public apathy, and even 
antagonism in some quarters. The “sins 
of the father”—dating back to some of the 
early railroad promoter tycoons—had left 
their imprint on the public mind. 


Transportation Division 


Accordingly, a Division of Railroad Trans- 
portation was created within the Highway 
Department and given a two-fold task—to 
preserve essential rail service and to improve 
it where possible. The New Jersey commuter 
crisis of 1958-59 created a problem which 
could not be “put on the shelf” as had been 
the practice over the years. The New Jersey 
Highway Department, possessing a_back- 
ground of experience with transportation in 
its broadest sense, knew full well the futility 
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Then And Now 


of even attempting to accommodate the 
tremendous volume of commuter rail passen- 
ger traffic of this “Corridor State” on its 
existing highway system. 


The first stage of the project—a “stop-gap” 
action only—has been accomplished. The 
State contracted with the carriers for con- 
tinuation of essential passenger service for 
the fiscal year 1960-61 and again, without 
any appreciable fare increase, until August 
29, 1962: 


Service Assured 


Rail transportation for our citizens has thus 
been assured by contract payments—sub- 
sidies, if you will. A definition of subsidy 
reads: “A government grant to a private 
enterprise considered of benefit to the pub- 
lic.” The action taken and the incentive 
could not be better expressed. 


The Highway Department, cognizant of its 
responsibility for the movement of people 
and of goods by all available means of land 
transportation, has to date furnished some 
twelve million dollars from road construction 
funds for this purpose. (Appendix A.) 


Had the Department not made this sacrifice 
of the equivalent of two miles of highway 
(average cost of N. J. modern highways is 
$6,250,000 per mi.), it would have been 
faced with a shut-down of rail passenger 
service and the impossible task of making 
immediately available adequate highways to 
accommodate an additional 266,000 passen- 
ger trips daily. This just couldn’t be done, 
either from the standpoint of funds or time. 


The initial contracts, in addition to stabiliz- 
ing schedules and fares, required the rail- 
roads to place on sale at New Jersey suburban 
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stations reduced fare one-day round trip 
tickets to New York City and Newark valid 
for use during non-rush hours and to open 
to revenue service some additional trains in 
this period. The new contracts enlarged 
this requirement to include also the sale at 
New York and Newark of similar reduced 
fare tickets to suburban stations. 


Also, the Erie-Lackawanna put into effect 
on December 1, 1961 an optional arrange- 
ment whereby tickets good between two 
stations could be used to other stations where 
the fare is the same or less. This gives more 
flexibility to commuters by allowing use of 
parallel routes interchangeably. 


To improve commuter service the Trans- 
portation Division undertook the intricate 
task of revising passenger train schedules, 
many of which had been kept in force over 
the years without regard to changes in rail- 
road operating procedures or shifts in popu- 
lation. The major railroads, in this, as in 
other situations, were cooperative and the 
Division held public hearings on the sug- 
gested changes. Statements and testimony 
offered at the hearings in some instances 
have resulted in scheduling additional stops 
for stations on the Pennsylvania main -line 
and on the New York and Long Branch 
Railroad. Other changes in schedules, in- 
volving the closing of certain stations, have 
been deferred pending accomplishment of 
station consolidation proposals. 


Further improvement in service is always 
possible and as follow-up moves can be made, 
they will be put into effect. The railroads, 
in contrast to their attitude of “yester- 
day”, are doing much of the work them- 
selves. But it must be made clear that the 
full answer to their problem is not subsidies, 


schedule revisions and studies; at best these 
are but palliatives. In themselves, they will 
not provide what the public needs and what 
the State must have, if the economic growth 
and prosperity achieved over the years is to 
continue. The subsidy program must be fol- 
lowed by a steady and constructive series of 
capital improvements, service consolidations 
and appreciation of the interdependency of 
highway and rail facilities by both the State 
and Federal agencies. Such a program, as 
recommended in this Report, is dependent 
upon legislative understanding of all facets 
of the problem and of its importance. In 
essence, a willingness to face up to the real- 
ities of today’s complicated economic life. 


Although the Highway Department recog- 
nizes the railroads as an effective ally in pro- 
viding transportation facilities for the public, 
it cannot afford any further diversion of its 
Construction Funds. Even if mass transit 
were flourishing, rather than “dying on the 
vine”, as it has been, every available high- 
way construction dollar would be sorely 
needed and many more besides, not alone 
to meet current traffic volumes but those that 
are immediately ahead of us. 


Future Course 


The second section of this Report charts a 
course for the future—our best judgment of 
further improvements of rail transit in New 
Jersey if the railroad industry is to get back 
“on the track”. 


Then And Now 


The “touch not; taste not; handle not” atti- 
tude of the past has cost our economy untold 
millions in terms of lost travel time and the 
general economic disadvantages of attempt- 
ing to serve an urban industrial area with an 
outmoded transit system. Further temporiz- 
ing with the situation can lose the still pre- 
carious foothold secured since the “dark 
days” of 1958. The hard-won confidence of 
the railroads gained by the State through its 
recognition of the carriers’ problems can 
be lost and commuter service again be- 
come an “outcast” in the world of transpor- 
tation. The situation demands a “teaming 
up” of the three parties at interest—the State 
and its municipalities, the Federal Govern- 
ment, and the railroads if continuation and 
improvement of rail service is to be assured. 


Practical down to earth action is vital—and 
now, not tomorrow! 


The Highway Department and its Division 
of Railroad Transportation, in line with the 
policy enunciated by the Chief Executive, 
are taking all measures available to them 
within the framework of existing laws to im- 
prove our State’s rail transit “future”. Our 
Legislature must “clear the track” before a 
“program for the future” can be carried for- 
ward to the ultimate goal of a modern rail 
system; one equipped to meet the needs of 
the State’s residents and its industrial and 
business life. 


Also, one must not overlook the importance 
of rail service to our system of National 
Defense—the mass movement of men and 
equipment in times of national emergency. 


THE TRACK AHEAD 


ACQUISITION OF H&M 


The basic problem of revitalizing commuter 
service in the heavily populated North Jersey 
area through improvement of existing facil- 
ities is complicated by a lack of “elbow 
room”. Traffic by rail under the Hudson 
River is confined to three tunnels, each of 
which is a classic illustration of the diminu- 
tion of motion by the “neck of an hourglass”. 


Under schedules that went into effect No- 
vember 20th, 1961 one of these tunnels, that 
of the Pennsylvania Railroad, has traffic ap- 
proaching its capacity during the peak 
hour. The other two, belonging to the Hud- 
son and Manhattan, cannot be considered 
efficient without extensive alterations and 
major improvements to the system as a 
whole. 


After a considerable period of successfully 
avoiding all attempts to involve it in rail 
transit, the Port of New York Authority was 
finally persuaded by our Division of Railroad 
Transportation to assume the acquisition, re- 
habilitation and operation of the H & M, even 
though the revitalized line might fail to record 
a profit. The Authority still resisted extend- 
ing its operations beyond H & M’s main stem 
necessitating further forceful negotiations be- 
fore extensions and rail transfer stations were 
included. 


Rehabilitation of this vital interstate com- 
muter facility must be assured before other 
programs outlined herein can be initiated. 
It would be the height of folly to proceed 
with such improvements without first taking 
this essential step. 


The Port of New York Authority, its fiscal 
structure maintained by income from tax- 
free vehicular crossings of the Hudson River 
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largely at the “expense” of rail transporta- 
tion, is the proper agency to rehabilitate the 
H & M and provide suitable extensions to 
connect it with other North Jersey com- 
muter railroads. The Division is negotiating 
terms of necessary legislation with the State 
of New York and the Port of New York 
Authority to accomplish this. 


JERSEY CENTRAL RAILROAD 
IMPROVEMENTS 


The Division of Railroad Transportation rec- 
ommended in its report issued in April 1960 
that Jersey Central Main Line passenger 
service be operated to Newark rather than 
to its present Jersey City terminal; this to 
be accomplished by rerouting trains from 
Cranford over Lehigh Valley tracks to South 
Newark thence over the Pennsylvania track- 
age to Pennsylvania Station, Newark. Jersey 
Central passengers would benefit thereby 
through: 


(a) Faster and direct service to Newark 
from the Westfield-Plainfield-Somer- 
ville corridor 


(b) Faster and more convenient service 
to uptown New York by transfer at 
Newark to Pennsylvania trains run- 
ning directly into Pennsylvania Sta- 
tion, Manhattan 


(c) Comparable schedules and an all- 
weather route to a more centrally 
located terminal in downtown Man- 
hattan by transfer at Newark to the 
H & M. These trains would also pro- 
vide service to Jersey City, as well as 
to Hoboken and points in Manhattan 
on the H & M’s uptown line. 


The report of the Division also recommended 
that passenger service on the North Jersey 
coast, now operated by both the Pennsy]l- 
vania and Jersey Central over the right-of- 
way of the New York & Long Branch 
Railroad, be consolidated under one operator 
—the Pennsylvania Railroad—with trains 
running through Newark to Pennsylvania 
Station, Manhattan. 


The fulfillment of these recommendations 
would afford improved service for passengers 
to Newark and New York. It would also 
permit reduction of the Jersey Central’s pas- 
senger deficit and thereby better enable that 
carrier to continue providing essential pas- 
senger service. However, their achievement 
is dependent on a rehabilitated H & M Rail- 
road supplemented with sufficient equipment 
on that line to accommodate the increased 
volume resulting from these consolidations. 
To appraise the effect of implementing these 
recommendations and to advise what other 
steps might profitably be taken to improve 
passenger service, the State engaged a firm 
of consulting engineers to develop further 
details of these proposals. 


Little Construction 


Relatively little in the way of new construc- 
tion is necessary to effect the proposed con- 
solidation of the shore service. Operation 
of Jersey Central Main Line trains into 
Newark will involve installation of a new 
connection between Jersey Central and Le- 
high Valley tracks east of Cranford and 
some rearrangement of trackage in the 
former’s Cranford yard. A new station at 
Roselle Park on the Lehigh Valley will be 
necessary and terminal facilities at Hudson 
Yard east of Newark need to be provided. 


The Track Ahead 


The Division believes, however, that the 
maximum beneficial effect of these actions 
can only be realized if coupled with an over- 
all improvement program consisting of: 


(a) Modern air-conditioned coaches; 


(b) Station improvements including ex- 
panded parking facilities; 


(c) Faster and more frequent schedules 
with some rearrangement of stations. 


Except for eleven self-propelled cars, the 
coaches now used by the Jersey Central are 
obsolete, most of them having been built 
over 35 years ago. These cars are unattrac- 
tive in appearance, uncomfortable in sum- 
mer with no air conditioning and unlikely 
to encourage travel by rail. These coaches 
are difficult to clean, inefficient to operate 
and expensive to maintain, and thus they 
are a burden to the railroad. 


Therefore, it is proposed that the entire fleet 
of coaches in the Main Line service be re- 
placed with modern equipment. These air- 
conditioned cars to be of the bi-level type 
seating 160 each or of conventional design 
with a three-two seating arrangement allow- 
ing a capacity of approximately 120. 


Main Line stations of the Jersey Central 
were planned and constructed over a half 
century ago when the majority of commuters 
walked to the station. Usually about a mile 
apart, they are generally located in what is 
now the most congested part of each com- 
munity, thereby limiting parking area and 
impeding access. The mobility of the family 
automobile has greatly diminished the need 
for proximity of stations but has emphasized 
the importance of adequate parking facil- 
ities at convenient locations. 


The Track Ahead 


A major recommendation of the engineers 
was the relocation of the Plainfield station to 
a point a few blocks east of the present site 
where property a block long can be made 
available for parking. It is felt provision of 
such facilities will enable closing the Nether- 
wood station less than a mile away. Addi- 
tional parking space at Raritan, Bound 
Brook and Fanwood is necessary and when 
provided it is felt elimination or reduction 
of stops at lightly patronized stations in their 
vicinity can be accomplished. 


If new equipment is operated and fewer sta- 
tion stops are made, running time of trains 
will naturally be reduced. It is anticipated 
the elapsed time between Raritan and New- 
ark will be 45 minutes and that trains will 
operate at 20 minute intervals in the peak 
periods with convenient schedules during the 
balance of the day. 


Time Savings 


In addition to providing a dependable all- 
weather rail route, operation to Newark 
would result in travel time savings for the 
majority of Jersey Central commuters. Those 
now traveling by ferry and the New York 
subway to reach mid-Manhattan destinations 
would reduce their time enroute an esti- 
mated 20 minutes by using the Pennsylvania 
Railroad from Newark to Penn Station, New 
York. Travel times for commuters destined 
to lower Manhattan would be either equiva- 
lent to or less than at present. A typical 
commutation trip from Raritan to the ferry 
terminal in New York now requires 73 
minutes. With the rerouted service and in- 
cluding transfer time at Newark, it is ex- 
pected the journey can be made in about 
69 minutes. 
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Rerouting of Jersey Central Main Line trains 
to Newark would require changes in the 
travel habits of passengers now using this 
railroad to and from the Bayonne Peninsula 
and much study has been devoted to methods 
for their accommodation. Present plans call 
for operation by the Jersey Central of shuttle 
train service between Cranford and 33rd 
Street in Bayonne which would provide con- 
venient connections with Jersey Central Main 
Line trains at Cranford and Pennsylvania 
Railroad service at Elizabeth. Consideration 
is also being given to the possibility of ex- 
tending this shuttle operation from Bayonne 
via trackage of other railroads to a con- 
nection with the H & M in Jersey City for 
the benefit of approximately 1,000 daily 
passengers who now use rail service from 
Bayonne stations to Jersey City. Should this 
not be feasible, these passengers may join 
the 6,000 now traveling daily on buses of 
the five companies serving Bayonne. Direct 
bus service is available from Bayonne to 
New York via both the Holland and Lincoln 
Tunnels, as are several routes to Journal 
Square and Exchange Place where the H & M 
provides service to uptown and downtown 
destinations. As pointed out in a subsequent 
section of this Report concerning H & M— 
Erie-Lackawanna service integration, the 
Port Authority plans to reconstruct the 
Journal Square station as a modern Trans- 
portation Center where fast and convenient 
transfer between buses and the H & M will 
be possible. Located only a few miles from 
Bayonne, this facility is also planned to 
provide parking for 600 or more cars. The 
Authority is working with Jersey City to 
determine the feasibility of a similar instal- 
lation at Exchange Place. With the advent 
of the proposed new Journal Square terminal 


and a modernized H & M, Bayonne residents 
wishing to reach New York will enjoy the 
benefits of these improvements. 


PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
IMPROVEMENTS 


The consolidation of the New York and 
Long Branch Railroad service under Penn- 
sylvania operation must be accompanied by 
the same type improvements as outlined for 
the Jersey Central. In addition, the Division 
of Railroad Transportation shares the opin- 
ion of many that electrification of this line 
has great potential benefit. Accordingly, and 
because of the closely related effect of sug- 
gested changes on both lines, the engineers 
made studies of Pennsylvania service similar 
to those accomplished on the Jersey Central. 


At present each Pennsylvania train between 
Bay Head and New York is delayed at least 
five minutes because of the necessity of 
change-over of electric and diesel locomo- 
tives south of Rahway. Jersey Central trains 
are diesel-powered all the way and have no 
such delay. If Jersey Central downtown 
New York passengers are to receive com- 
parable service through consolidation and 
rerouting of trains to Newark, this loss of 
time must be eliminated. 


A remedy without requiring electrification 
was first explored. FL-9 locomotives which 
are capable of operating either by electric or 
diesel power could be utilized in this service 
with relatively inexpensive changes in facil- 
ities. However, these locomotives would have 
to be reserved for the shore operation and 
this inflexibility, plus their high initial cost 
and operational difficulties caused by the 
need for 3rd rail in Pennsylvania Station, 
Manhattan, appear to make it uneconomic 
to consider their use in this service. 


The Track Ahead 


A second alternative, extending electrifica- 
tion from South Amboy to Red Bank, was 
also examined. Under such a plan service 
between Bay Head and Red Bank would be 
shuttle type with transfers required at Red 
Bank. The cost of maintaining two types 
of equipment with duplicate service facilities 
together with the inconvenience to the pub- 
lic of the transfer does not warrant this pro- 
posal receiving further consideration. 


The conclusion was reached that extension 
of electrification over the entire route to Bay 
Head terminal would be most desirable. 
Faster schedules could be operated, not only 
with elimination of the locomotive change, 
but also with the superior acceleration of 
electric power. With full electrification there 
would also be benefit from the interchange- 
ability of multiple unit (MU) self-propelled 
cars* and electric locomotives on this line. 


The length of the ride from the area south 
of Red Bank to New York warrants giving 
these passengers the best service possible. 
In the peak period it is believed this can be 
provided by trains using electric locomotives 
and equipped with conventional coaches and 
refreshment cars on “skip-stop schedules” 
between Bay Head and Red Bank, then run- 
ning express to Newark. The extension of 
the present South Amboy MU service to 
Red Bank with modern equipment and addi- 
tional schedules would provide improved 
service for most passengers originating north 
of Red Bank. Passengers from south of Red 
Bank would be able to make easy transfer 
at Red Bank to the MU service for local 
destinations. During the off-peak periods 
the new MU cars would operate over the 
entire line. 


* A multiple unit self-propelled car is one that can be 
used singly or in groups of similar units operated 
from one position. 


11 


The Track Ahead 


The conventional type coaches to be oper- 
ated on the Bay Head-New York trains 
would be air-conditioned and would either 
be new or completely renovated cars. The 
MU equipment would be of modern design 
and air-conditioned. 


The speeding up of schedules through elimi- 
nation of lightly patronized stations was part 
of a service improvement program presented 
at a public hearing in 1961. The lack of 
support from passengers who would benefit 
therefrom was instrumental in deferring 
adoption of the program. Consolidation of 
stations on the New York and Long Branch 
Railroad could benefit the great majority of 
commuters and is still proposed to be ac- 
complished simultaneously with station re- 
locations and related facility improvements. 


Matawan—Red Bank 


The location of the Matawan station is such 
that the principal streets of the town are 
often blocked by trains. Crowded highways 
in the area also make it difficult for com- 
muters to reach parking areas near the sta- 
tion. The next station to the south, Hazlet, 
has limited service because the railroad con- 
siders two stops in the area are unnecessary, 
although the municipalities point to the tre- 
mendous population increase as justification 
for added train stops. To solve the Matawan 
congestion problem and to serve better the 
growing Hazlet territory, the Division rec- 
ommends construction of a new station be- 
tween the two points with a large parking 
lot easily accessible from the Garden State 
Parkway and other major highways. The 
present Matawan and Hazlet stations could 
then be abandoned. 
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The Red Bank passenger station borders on 
the business section of the city. More pas- 
sengers use this station than any other on the 
line and the present inadequate station park- 
ing lot forces commuters to utilize other 
spaces in the vicinity to the detriment of 
shopper parking. Also, considerable inter- 
ference with local traffic occurs when several 
streets are blocked by long commuter trains 
loading and unloading at the Red Bank sta- 
tion. Two possible solutions to this unde- 
sirable situation have been suggested. One 
proposal involves relocating the station about 
a quarter mile to the east of its present site 
on land now occupied by the Jersey Central 
freight station. This area is sufficient to pro- 
vide ample parking, as well as to install the 
additional tracks and platforms required 
should Red Bank become an origin for MU 
trains and a transfer point from Bay Head 
trains. The other proposal would combine 
the Red Bank and Little Silver stations at a 
new location equidistant from both where 
White Road intersects the railroad. Land is 
available here for a large parking lot which 
would be readily accessible from Route 35 
and via Rumson Road from the heavily 
populated peninsula area. Location of a 
“demonstration” station at White Road may 
be included in applications to the Housing 
Agency (see page 20) and the results of 
such an experiment would be helpful to 
the Division in making a firm recommen- 
dation. However, any permanent revision of 
facilities at Red Bank must take cognizance 
of the outstanding order of the Public Utility 
Commission calling for an expensive grade 
separation of the crossings in Red Bank. 


Rehabilitation or reconstruction of other sta- 
tions on this line is indicated and enlarge- 
ment or improvement of parking areas, 


particularly at Middletown, Long Branch and 
Allenhurst, should be a part of the program. 


There are at present 105 grade crossings on 
the railroad (NY&LB) between South Am- 
boy and Bay Head Junction. To obtain the 
maximum benefit from high-speed electrified 
operation and at the same time protect the 
lives of our citizens these crossings must be 
overpassed or closed. 


Substantial changes are not anticipated in the 
Main Line service of the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road between Trenton and New York, other 
than re-equipping local trains with modern 
MU cars. However, parking facilities at such 
stations as Iselin, Metuchen, Edison and New 
Brunswick are recognized to be inadequate 
and inconvenient. As a replacement for Iselin 
and relief for Metuchen, the engineers have 
recommended a new station to the east of 
Metuchen which would be readily accessible 
from Route 27 and the Garden State Park- 
way. Improvement of the Edison station 
parking lot is being considered by the Rail- 
road and by the municipality. A modern 
park-and-ride station to the west of New 
Brunswick has been suggested to serve the 
newly developed residential areas in the 
vicinity. 


ERIE-LACKAWANNA RAILROAD 
IMPROVEMENTS 


The Erie Railroad and the Delaware, Lacka- 
wanna & Western Railroad, which merged 
in October, 1960, operate by far the most 
extensive network of suburban rail routes in 
New Jersey. The Erie-Lackawanna system 
operates 364 trains on a normal weekday, 
handling a total of some 33,000 New Jersey 
passengers in each direction. 


The Track Ahead 


Early in 1961 the railroad’s management 
initiated an improvement program in co- 
Operation with the Division of Railroad 
Transportation. A committee of the two 
parties assembled data, set forth objectives 
and outlined alternative proposals. Then a 
firm of consulting engineers was jointly en- 
gaged to develop the proposals in sufficient 
detail to permit an evaluation with respect 
to efficient use of this carrier’s several routes, 
electrification changes and extensions, eco- 
nomics of new and rehabilitated car opera- 
tions and simplification of the transfer of 
passengers to the H & M Railroad. 


The consultant has submitted several pro- 
posals designed to improve service to the 
public, to effect railroad operating econo- 
mies and to improve operating conditions in 
municipalities where rail service exists. Ex- 
hibit A* shows passenger service as now 
operated; Exhibit B* indicates routes after 
making both the passenger service changes 
outlined in this report within the limits of 
the map and other changes initiated earlier. 
A discussion of the principal changes follows. 


Removal of Tracks through 
the City of Passaic 


For some time there has been agitation to 
reroute the trains now operating at grade 
through the City of Passaic to another line. 
One advantage of the merger of the Erie- 
Lackawanna is that it has placed under one 
ownership the Boonton Line of the former 
Lackawanna and the main line of the Erie. 
The Boonton Line provides a suitable alter- 
nate route between Paterson and Hoboken 
bypassing Passaic. The rerouting would be 


* Exhibits A and B are contained in the back cover 
pocket. 
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accomplished by diverting main line trains 
just east of the Paterson station over the 
Newark Branch to Paterson Junction, thence 
over the Boonton Line to Hoboken. A sec- 
tion of the Newark Branch must be elevated 
to eliminate grade crossings with Main Street 
and Getty Avenue before the rerouting plan 
can be effected. 


Recently the New Jersey Public Utility Com- 
mission held hearings on a petition filed by 
the City of Passaic seeking an order for 
track removal through the center of its City. 
The Board ordered the track removal and 
the construction of grade separation struc- 
tures. This action would require the State 
to finance 85% of the cost of the grade 
separations. Currently P.U.C. funds are not 
available to proceed with the work. 


Boonton Line & Greenwood Lake 
Branch Integration 


The section of the Boonton Line running 
from Denville in Morris County to Hoboken 
was formerly part of the Lackawanna Rail- 
road System. It handled the through freight 
traffic from the West and provided passenger 
service with diesel locomotives and conven- 
tional coaches. The Greenwood Lake Branch, 
part of the former Erie Railroad, serves the 
lake area in Passaic County northwesterly to 
the Wanaque—Midvale terminal. Passenger 
and local freight traffic operate over this 
Branch crossing the Boonton Line in Wayne 
Township. 


Routing the main line trains over the Boon- 
ton Line east of Paterson Junction as previ- 
ously described will provide passenger service 
for stations located on the line from the 
Junction to Hoboken. The passenger traffic 
that is generated on the Boonton Line from 
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the crossing of the Greenwood Lake Branch 
in Wayne easterly to Paterson is negligible. 
These conditions permit the passenger serv- 
ices of the two lines to be integrated. It is 
planned to route the Boonton Line service 
over the Greenwood Lake Branch easterly 
of the crossing in Wayne. The present Lake 
Branch passenger service from Wanaque- 
Midvale to Hoboken would be continued. 
Patrons now utilizing Mountain View Sta- 
tion on the Boonton Line would use the 
nearby Mountain View Station on the Green- 
wood Lake Branch. Prior to putting this 
plan into effect, a connection at the crossing 
of the two lines would be constructed and 
the parking facilities at the Mountain View 
Station would be enlarged and improved. 


Integrating the Boonton and Greenwood 
Lake passenger services will result in use 
of the Boonton Line from Paterson to Wayne 
only by infrequent freight movements. In 
this same area Interstate Highway Route 80 
has been preliminarily designed to parallel 
the railroad tracks from the City of Paterson 
westerly to the Wayne area. Topography of 
the proposed highway route as it skirts the 
railroad, Garrett Mountain, the Passaic River 
and Laurel Grove Cemetery involves high 
initial costs and difficult construction tech- 
niques. A temporary, then a permanent re- 
location of the railroad is required to make 
room for the highway in the rail corridor. 
It was proposed that the railroad also reroute 
its freight service via either the Greenwood 
Lake Branch or the main line and make 
available the entire Boonton Line right-of- 
way for highway use between Paterson and 
Wayne. The railroad has indicated agree- 
ment to such a proposal and negotiations 
are progressing. Savings in highway con- 
struction costs will also result. 


Electrification 


The Morris and Essex Division, the Glad- 
stone Branch and the Montclair Branch of 
the former Lackawanna system are electrified 
using 3,000 volt direct current with over- 
head contact and distribution. The former 
Erie routes are not electrified. 


The consultant has recommended electrify- 
ing considerable Erie-Lackawanna trackage 
to operate more efficiently the merged serv- 
ices. Electrification from Dover westerly to 
Netcong is proposed to serve better the Mor- 
ris County lake region. To gain flexibility 
in operations, electrifying the rerouted Boon- 
ton Line from Denville to its junction with 
the Greenwood Lake Branch as well as elec- 
trifying the Branch from its northwestern 
terminus to Montclair is recommended. At 
Montclair a new connection would be con- 
structed to the Montclair Branch (now elec- 
trified) thereby permitting integration of the 
present Montclair Branch with the revised 
Boonton Line-Greenwood Lake routes. Var- 
ious proposals are being considered to pro- 
vide service to stations on the Greenwood 
Lake Branch easterly of Montclair one of 
which involves route extensions of the New- 
ark Subway and operation over the Erie 
trackage. 


The consultant has pointed out that tech- 
nological developments in railroad electrifi- 
cation have brought about a strong trend 
toward using 60 cycle high voltage alternat- 
ing current (25,000 volts) in all new in- 
stallations, and recommends its use in any 
electrification of the main line. The eco- 
nomics of converting the Morris & Essex 
Division and the expanded Montclair-Green- 
wood Lake-Boonton Line electric service to 
the high voltage commercial frequency 
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versus an extension of the 3,000 volt DC 
system have also been studied. It is clear, 
however, that operations at the Hoboken ter- 
minal preclude consideration of the per- 
manent use of two electric power systems. 


H & M Coordination 


One study of H & M coordination involved 
construction of a new facility for the transfer 
of passengers between the Erie-Lackawanna 
and the H & M to be located at the site of 
the carrier’s freight yard just easterly of its 
Harrison passenger station. This facility to 
be known as “Metropolitan Transfer”. Under 
this plan the railroad’s electrified suburban 
service would terminate at this station and 
passengers would transfer to the H & M di- 
rect service to Hoboken, Jersey City, Hudson 
Terminal and 33rd Street in Manhattan. 
The original concept called for extension of 
the H & M from Hoboken over the Erie- 
Lackawanna tracks to the transfer station 
with the existing Hoboken terminal remain- 
ing in use to accommodate the carrier’s 
northern routes serving Bergen County. 


A rapid transit or shuttle type operation 
to serve all stations between Metropolitan 
Transfer and South Orange was then sug- 
gested. Morris & Essex Division and Glad- 
stone Branch trains under this proposal to 
run express between these points, stopping 
only at Newark, thereby reducing travel 
time for the longer trips. Schedules to be 
arranged to permit convenient transfer of 
passengers between express and shuttle trains. 


Investigation was also made of the feasibility 
of improving the railroad’s industrial track 
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from Kingsland to Harrison and routing 
main line trains over this improved trackage 
into Metropolitan Transfer. Although such 
a rerouting has operating advantages, no 
saving in overall travel time for the majority 
of main line commuters would be obtained. 


Terminal Improvements 


The Port Authority’s plans for rehabilitation 
of the H & M include construction of a new 
bus-rail terminal at Journal Square in Jersey 
City and modernization of Hudson Terminal. 
The latter has been made possible by the 
proposed relocation of the World Trade 
Center to the west side of lower Manhattan 
and razing of the two H & M office buildings 
at 30 and 50 Church Street now located 
over the terminal. This development is 
significant in that it will permit straightening 
out a number of platform problems at Hud- 
son Terminal and accommodation of ten-car 
H & M trains rather than the six-car trains 
now operating during rush hours. The re- 
sulting increase in the capacity of the H & M 
tunnels and the joint service route easterly 
of Harrison enabled the Railroad Division 
to dismiss the more expensive proposal for 
westward extension of H & M service from 
Hoboken and adopt a plan whereby Erie- 
Lackawanna downtown passengers would 
board H & M trains at Metropolitan Trans- 
fer for travel over the present joint service 
route. It is estimated that travel time for 
these passengers would be at least 3 or 4 
minutes less than at present. Planning of 
the proposed transfer was then expanded in 
scope to include the Pennsylvania trackage 
and platform transfers to that railroad’s di- 
rect and fast route to Pennsylvania Station, 
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Manhattan. In addition to providing a con- 
nection with Pennsylvania trains serving 
points west of Newark, such an expanded 
transfer facility would reduce by at least 
15 minutes the travel time for Erie-Lack- 
awanna passengers with mid-Manhattan 
destinations. 


A preliminary investigation was made of the 
possible extension of H & M operations from 
Hoboken over Erie-Lackawanna tracks to 
the point where its main line and Boonton 
Branch cross the Pennsylvania Railroad in 
Secaucus and the construction of a second 
facility there which would permit transfer of 
suburban passengers between the three car- 
riers. Such a station could provide passen- 
gers originating in Bergen and Passaic 
Counties, and using Erie-Lackawanna main 
line and Bergen County short-cut trains, as 
well as the New Jersey & New York Railroad, 
a much more direct and faster route to 
midtown and uptown destinations than is 
presently possible. Problems involved in co- 
ordination of Pennsylvania service are still 
being explored. 


Since the Erie abandoned its passenger ter- 
minal at Jersey City and routed all its serv- 
ice to Hoboken, the trains operating over 
the Northern Branch have had to make a 
“back-up” move at Bergen Junction adding 
at least seven minutes to the schedule in 
order to gain access to the Lackawanna 
tracks leading to the terminal. This ma- 
neuver is a nuisance to operations and an 
aggravation to the commuters. The exten- 
sion of the H & M to Secaucus, if made, 
would invite construction of a station at 
Bergen Junction to permit Northern Branch 
passengers to utilize the H & M to Man- 
hattan, thereby eliminating the need for the 
“back-up”. 


All Erie-Lackawanna routes have been 
studied to determine the need for enlarged 
parking facilities and station relocations or 
consolidations. With revised operations as 
outlined added parking areas would be pro- 
vided at Montclair Heights, intersection of 
routes 23 and 46, Midvale, Mountain View, 
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Denville, West Summit, South Orange, 
Paterson, Mahwah and others. The time 
schedules on most of the routes could be 
speeded up to the advantage of the majority 
of passengers by closing little used stations, 
by modernizing ticket and tariff practices, 
and providing adequate parking facilities. 


IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM COSTS 


The current costs of the rail improvement proposals are estimated as follows: 


Pennsylvania Railroad 


Electrification South Amboy-Bay Head 
_ Stations and Parking Facilities —__ 


_. $11,700,000 


Shore Service... oe 1,750,000 
Vain line... 500,000 
_ $13,950,000 
Jersey Central Railroad 
Rerouting Main Line Service to Newark 
Aldene connection ............ $930,000 
Signal and track work on _ 
Lehigh Valley ............. 376,000 
Car Service Facilities ........ 200,000 
Cranford and Roselle 
Park Stations... 175,000 
$ 1,681,000 
Plainfield Station Relocation... 466,000 
_ Other Stations and Parking Facilities ....... 250,000 
$ 2,397,000 
Erie-Lackawanna Railroad 
Commercial Frequency Electrification 
Morris & Essex Div. Conversion .......... $ 5,478,000 
Main Line Installation. .......... 6,140,000 
Boonton-Greenwood Lake-Montclair 
Branch installation... 6,067,000 
Track Connections 
Mountain View... 125,000 
Nona... . 4,000,000 
Stations and Parking Facilities ............... 2,850,000 
$ 24,660,000 
All Major Carriers 
Replacement over 10-year period of obsolete 
passenger cars (see Chart No. 8) with 
modern air-conditioned equipment includ- 
ing renabilitation of existing cars... 85,000,000 


Total cost of Proposed Rail Improvements to be financed by 
the State and Railroads with Federal assistance ................ $126,007,000 


PASSENGER SERVICE REVENUES AND DEFICITS 
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FINANCIAL SITUATION OF THE 
RAILROADS 


Why have not the railroads themselves made 
improvements so obviously needed? That 
is a good question. 


Except during the war years when the di- 
version of millions of passengers to the rail 
carriers because of gasoline and tire ration- 
ing produced modest profits for some lines, 
the transportation of a declining number of 
passengers over the last two decades has 
consistently resulted in annual deficits for 
New Jersey railroads based on I.C.C. ac- 


1940-1960 


RAILROADS UNDER CONTRACT TO THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


counting practices. Despite a pattern of 
increased fares and reduced service, Chart 
No. 1 shows that the $65,000,000 combined 
passenger deficit of these railroads in 1959 
was approximately the same as in 1947. 
Even the sincere efforts of 1960 to reduce 
operating costs succeeded only in reducing 
this amount to $54,000,000. Preliminary 
estimates indicate that 1961 passenger losses 
will equal or exceed those of 1960. While 
these figures include the results of system 
operation outside New Jersey (Appendix B), 
the loss by the carriers of over $1,000,000,000 
from passenger service in the 15 years follow- 
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Compiled from Annual Reports submitted to the Interstate Commerce Commission 


ing World War II has had a detrimental effect 
on quality of rail passenger service in this 
State. 


Notwithstanding the constant drain of re- 
curring passenger losses, New Jersey rail- 
roads on the whole were able to keep their 
heads above water as long as the level of 
freight profits remained constant. However, 
as shown in Chart No. 2, net income from 
freight operations dipped precipitously in 
1958 and continued to fall until in 1960 the 
combined passenger deficit exceeded freight 


met income. The full seriousness of the 
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situation cannot be grasped from these totals 
since the size of the Pennsylvania Railroad 
freight net, while insignificant in relation 
to its volume, has a distorting statistical 
influence when combined with other much 
smaller carriers. Charts 3 through 7 illustrate 
more forcefully the effect of persistent passen- 
ger deficits and the sharp decline in freight 
income on the individual railroads. The chart 
for the Central Railroad of New Jersey, for 
example, demonstrates graphically the ab- 
sorption of 70% of freight net income by 
passenger deficits from 1946 to 1960. On 
other roads the amount of absorption ranged 
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from 38% to 49%. It may also be noted 
that the abrupt drop in freight earnings was 
particularly severe on the former Erie and 
Lackawanna Railroads where $32 million 
in combined freight income for the two roads 
in 1957 diminished by 94% to less than $2 
million for the merged company in 1960. 


The economic plight of the nation’s rail- 
roads, and the Eastern carriers in particular, 
worsened during 1961. The New Haven 
Railroad, despite attempts at relief by state 
and federal governments slipped into bank- 
ruptcy. The Erie-Lackawanna, not bene- 
fitting fully in the first year from merged 
operations, suffered the second largest deficit 
of any Eastern railroad. Only by a substan- 
tial last quarter recovery has the Pennsylvania 
escaped by a hairline margin its second 
straight deficit year. 


While action to alleviate the precarious po- 
sition of the railroad industry has seemed 
slow at times, a growing awareness by the 
people of the need for preserving essential 
rail service has led to some remedial steps. 
The Transportation Act of 1958, the efforts 
by various state and local governments and 
the mass transit provisions of the 1961 Fed- 
eral Housing Act have all been helpful. 
Reports on transportation by several agen- 
cies of the Federal Government have recom- 
mended further assistance, differing only in 
method and scope, as described in the fol- 
lowing section. 


FEDERAL PROGRAMS 


Since the inception of the Railroad Passenger 
Service Contract Program in New Jersey, 
there has been some significant evidence of 
the Federal government’s recognizing its 
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responsibility in the railroad field as it has in 
competing services. 


The omnibus Housing Bill which passed 
Congress early last summer authorized the 
Home Housing and Finance Agency to par- 
ticipate in mass transportation studies and 
development in three separate areas: 


1. Planning Assistance 


Comprehensive planning for mass 
transportation was expressly made eli- 
gible under the program. Eligible 
agencies include, in addition to certain 
“official” bodies doing metropolitan or 
regional planning, agencies that the 
Governor and Administrator agree are 
appropriately chosen for the planning 
work involved. The Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator is author- 
ized to provide technical assistance to 
State and local governments and their 
agencies undertaking planning, and to 
make studies on related problems. 


2. Demonstration Grant Program 


The Act authorizes expenditures of 
$25 million in grants to local public 
agencies for demonstration projects de- 
signed to contribute to the improve- 
ment of mass transportation or the 
reduction of mass transportation needs. 
The grants may not exceed two-thirds 
of the project costs and cannot be used 
for major capital improvements. 


3. Loans 


A $50 million authorization was pro- 
vided for loans to public bodies to 
provide for financing the acquisition, 
construction and improvement of trans- 
portation facilities and equipment. The 
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transportation facilities can be oper- 
ated by local public agencies or by 
private transportation companies, but 
the Federal loans will be made only 
to public bodies or agencies. The in- 
terest rate applicable to mass transpor- 
tation loans will generally be the same 
as rates applicable. to public facility 
loans, and such loans can be made 
without regard to the population of the 
community. The transportation loan 
authority expires December 31, 1962. 
No loan can be made unless (a) there 
is being developed for the urban or 
metropolitan area a program for the 
development of a comprehensive mass 
transportation system, and (b) the 
proposed facilities can reasonably be 
required for such a system. The Appro- 
priations Committee in the House of 
Representatives provided only $42,- 
500,000 for the entire program as 
against the total of $75,000,000 in the 
Housing Act. 


Federal recognition of the problem was ex- 
pressed in another manner when the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission recommended 
in the New Haven Railroad passenger fare 
case (Finance Docket No. 33332) that the 
Federal Government make annual grants to 
all passenger-carrying railroads in amounts 
equal to the amount of each railroad’s ex- 
pense for maintenance of way and structures 
“solely related to passenger operations” 
which, nationwide, is $31,304,260 as com- 
puted by the I.C.C.’s Uniform System of 
Accounts. 


In addition, the Commission proposed that 
Federal grants also be made to passenger- 
carrying railroads in amounts necessary to 
match the amount of State and local financial 
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assistance “which, in the judgment of the 
Commission is reasonably related to the pur- 
poses and policies of the Federal assistance 
legislation”, but not to exceed the “common 
apportioned” expenses for maintenance of 
way and structures for any railroad. 


The total amount of such State and local 
assistance as compiled by the I.C.C. is cur- 
rently at the rate of $21,000,000 per year. 
Therefore, the total Federal aid for this year 
would be about $52,000,000 should the 
recommendations be enacted. As agencies 
below the Federal level increase aid to rail- 
roads, the amount of the Federal assistance 
could be increased to the total of “solely 
related” and “common apportioned” main- 
tenance expenses, which was $149,980,000 
for the entire nation in 1960. 


Further prospect of added Federal assistance 
is contained in the transit sections of the 
Housing Act of 1961. It is indicated that 
proposed legislation in the current session of 
Congress will call for a 5-year program to 
cost $1.75 billion which will provide Federal 
assistance in the development of economic, 
efficient and balanced urban transportation 
networks. Early reports indicate that the new 
measure would authorize grants to state and 
municipal agencies on a 50-50 basis to assist 
bond financing for improvements. The Amer- 
ican Municipal Association has announced 
its support for such a program. 


LOCAL ACTION 


Certain counties and municipalities in the 
State now enjoying the benefits of suburban 
rail service have emphasized their “interest” 
in meeting some share of the responsibilities. 
This is stimulating and justifies some hope 
of local participation. As an example; an 
organization of business men in one locality 


is striving to raise funds to relocate their 
railroad station to a location providing more 
convenient access and ample parking. In 
other communities officials have agreed to 
expand and improve parking areas and pro- 
vide the station facilities needed in return for 
added stops on existing trains. Some other 
municipalities have purchased parking areas 
from railroads in order to relieve the railroad 
of taxes and costs in maintaining and polic- 
ing the areas. Other municipalities have 
officially organized commuter groups to act 
as liaison between the State, the carrier and 
the municipalities being served. Morris 
County has established a Public Transpor- 
tation Board and finances its promotional ac- 
tivities through annual appropriations. 


All these constructive steps must be capital- 
ized and coordinated — all made a part of 
the over-all operation. Action by the prin- 
cipal rail carriers in the State represents a 
good beginning. The users of rail service 
have been reasonable in accepting higher 
fares and in some cases have even promoted 
higher commutation tariffs. These evidence 
a willingness to “get the show on the road”. 


The voice of railroad labor with suggestions 
to bring the work rules up-to-date and share 
in reconstruction of mass transit if for no 
other reason than to maintain its own em- 
ployment we hope will soon be heard. 


RESPONSIBILITY 
OF THE INTERSTATE 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITIES 


The major responsibility for providing facili- 
ties for the interstate transportation of people 
and goods has traditionally been in the hands 
of the two Port Authorities. In the northern 
part of the State the Port of New York 
Authority has been continually enlarging 
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the interstate vehicular facilities and when 
projects now under construction are com- 
pleted reasonably adequate facilities for 
trans-Hudson movement of private cars and 
motor buses should be available. With 
enactment by the States of New York and 
New Jersey of legislation authorizing the Port 
of New York Authority to acquire and re- 
habilitate the H & M and to integrate it 
properly with the suburban railroads, the 
activities of this Authority will also include 
rail transit. Its responsibilities in respect to 
this travel mode are expected to be met and 
properly discharged upon gaining the statu- 
tory authorization. 


In the Camden-Philadelphia area the Dela- 
ware River Port Authority provides the 
facilities for trans-Delaware crossings of the 
public. This Authority has taken the initia- 
tive to broaden its activities in the rail-transit 
field. The Delaware River Port Authority 
has owned and been responsible for the 
operation of a transit line between Camden 
and Philadelphia since 1935. A subsequent 
section herein reports in detail on the de- 
velopment of the first of three projects ex- 
tending the rail transit line over three routes 
to serve the suburban communities east of 
Camden. Thus the interstate authorities are 
taking steps to discharge their responsibilities 
in both the rail and highway fields. 


STATE RESPONSIBILITY 


In 1959 the Legislature created the Division 
of Railroad Transportation in the State 
Highway Department, as pointed out earlier, 
to cope with the rail passenger problem. In 
1960 the Administration and the Legislature 
acted resolutely in enacting the Railroad 
Passenger Service Act authorizing the Rail- 
road Division to contract with the carriers 
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_.. to assure continuation of the essential service 
— at established rates. This has been accom- 
char 8 ~~. ~___ plished affording an opportunity to develop 
: _ the improvement and consolidation programs 
- outlined herein. As a next step, a policy in 
respect to the allocation of responsibility 
_ for financing these proposals falling outside 
the jurisdiction of the interstate transpor- 
tation authorities was developed. The 
following statements are suggested to be 
representative of these responsibilities: 


AGE OF CARS USED Noo 
NEW JERSEY SUBURBAN SERVIC E 
UNDER CONTRACT a 


“JANUARY |, 1961 


1. The railroad passenger service con- 
tracts should be continued for at least 
another year and financed by the State 
from sources other than Highway 
funds. 

2. When the property of more than one 
carrier is involved, capital costs of 
new fixed facilities or improvements to 
existing plant necessitated by rerouting 
or consolidation projects should be 
financed jointly by the carriers and the 
State, obtaining such Federal funds as 
become available. 


6 To 15 Years Old Ree | To 5 Years Old 
15% _ f 0.5% 


16 To 25 Years Old 
0.8% 


3. Purchase of new cars or modernizing 
older cars should be financed through 
a program in which the State partici- 

eee se pates either by lending its credit or by 

Over 25 Years Old | contributing directly to the costs, ob- 

O1e% fo taining such Federal funds as become 
available. 

4. Improvements to fixed facilities bene- 
fiting the property of one carrier should 
be accomplished by the carrier obtain- 
ing loans through public programs to 
the extent that they are unobtainable 
from the lending institutions. The State 


TOTAL CARS =| 455, — . ~ might be authorized to underwrite the 


91.2% Over 25 Years Od oe interest on the loan for the life of the 
loan or for such other period as public 


policy or negotiation may determine. 


24 


5. Communities should be encouraged to 
acquire and maintain suburban rail 
stations and parking areas. 


FUNDS TO IMPLEMENT 
THE POLICY DETERMINATIONS 


In 1961 the State also took action to provide 
a source of funds to finance the interstate 
transportation network of highways, rail 
lines and motorbus facilities in enacting the 
Commuter Benefit Tax. However, changes 
made in the reciprocity features of the New 
York Income Tax Law by the New York 
Legislature resulted in reducing the amount 
that New Jersey expects to realize from this 
levy to some six or eight million dollars 
annually. In a Certification filed by the 
Commissioner of the Department of High- 
ways with the State Treasurer, the following 
possible uses of the proceeds of this tax were 
set forth: 


1. Financial aid to promote the use of 
mass transportation facilities in inter- 
state travel during the heavy commut- 
ing hours. By such means, the persons 
now using mass transportation between 
the states would be encouraged to con- 
tinue to do so, and those who have re- 
sorted to travel in private automobiles 
on the congested public highways would 
find it advantageous to return to mass 
transportation facilities. (Charts Nos. 
9 and 10.) 


2. An appropriation to accomplish rail- 
road re-routings and consolidations in- 
volving New York-New Jersey rail and 
ferry. routes. 


3. An appropriation establishing a fund 
whereby an agency acting for the State 
of New Jersey would assist interstate 
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carriers to purchase modern passenger 
transportation equipment. 


4. Improvements in interstate bus travel 
in the form of exclusive lanes in con- 
gested areas, convenient automobile 
parking areas at key locations along in- 
terstate bus routes and special exit and 
entrance roads or ramps for interstate 
travel or for automobile-bus transfer 
purposes. 


5. Relocating and consolidating suburban 
rail stations on interstate railways to 
key locations affording convenient ac- 
cess and ample parking. 


6. Funding those portions of the rail pas- 
senger service contract programs re- 
lated to interstate travel and expanding 
those provisions to include contracts 
with interstate bus carriers. 


7. Improving highway facilities to relieve 
congestion due to interstate vehicular 
traffic and promote the flow of peak- 
hour movement. 


8. Matching grants to municipalities for 
local improvements to facilitate inter- 
state travel, such as bus shelters and 
rail station conveniences. 


9. An appropriation to the New York- 
New Jersey Transportation Agency to 
enable it to conduct the interstate 
aspect of current regional studies re- 
lating to the improvement of trans- 
portation of persons and property. 


Relying solely on the annual proceeds of the 
Commuter Tax would, at best, result in ac- 
complishment of the program herein outlined 
only over a period of many years. And the 
lack of definite assurance that funds from 
the tax will be appropriated to continue 
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specific projects from year to year until 
completed may deter the carriers from partic- 
ipating to the extent of their responsibility 
in these improvements. The State must also 
be in a position to take full advantage of 
Federal funds that are expected téd become 
available on an equal sharing or 74-% match- 
ing basis. At the same time service contracts 
must continue until the consolidations are 
effected, the route improvements are under- 
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way and agreements for acquiring new conmt- 
muter cars (or rehabilitating older cars) are 
consummated. Also the State must “lead 
the way” by doing its share—if the obliga- 
tions placed on its authorities and its munici- 
palities are to be carried out with enthusiasm 
and dispatch. To this end all parties at in- 
terest must devote themselves to provide the 
funds necessary to accomplish the objectives 
herein set forth. 


In the northern part of the State the Port of 
New York Authority, after bi-State legislation, 
will be committed to some $200,000,000 
for rail and bus improvements within a delin- 
eated area. In southern New Jersey the Dela- 
ware River Port Authority has the obligation 
to develop rail rapid transit in the suburban 
area 35 miles from Camden and is now com- 
mitted to expend approximately $54,500,000 
on the first route of a three route project. 


MOTOR VEHICLE 
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The potential advantage of these rapid tran- 
sit projects will not be realized unless they 
are served by a healthy and useful suburban 
railroad network lying outside these areas 
where the authorities have been given the 
primary responsibility. The revitalization 
job should be completed—not left half done. 


It is essential that we move forward now, 
aiding in the rejuvenation of the railroads of 


27 


The Track Ahead 


our State so that the citizens of New Jersey 
may benefit from faster transport, improved 
equipment and decreased highway conges- 
tion. This vital segment of our transporta- 
tion structure must never again be allowed to 
lag behind the needs of New Jersey’s ex- 
panding economy and growing population. 
Fortunately, the partially awakened interest 
of the informed public and its representatives 
in government has to date prevented a serious 
breakdown in rail commutation. It must be 
recognized that legislation is presumed to 
reflect the will of the people. Therefore, 
the many individuals, organizations and busi- 
nesses wishing to maintain adequate trans- 
portation facilities must assume their 
responsibility by making certain that their 
elected representatives take action to provide 
the essential ingredient—money. 


The program presented, it is felt, is pro- 
gressive and constructive. It would make 
maximum use of existing facilities rather 
than launching into some elaborate plan 
which in addition to the improvements out- 
lined herein would require new tunnels and 
new terminal facilities in Manhattan. It is 
preferable to make use of present facilities 
with some essential improvements, all acti- 
vated at as low a dollar cost as possible. 


Although Federal action is essential, the 
railroad passenger problem will not be solved 
until all levels of government and all parties 
at interest recognize their responsibility, 
cease carrying on studies and holding meet- 
ings to advance someone’s or some organiza- 
tion’s desire for prestige, and get down to 
actual business. To serve the public, each 
and every segment of this transportation 
complex must contribute—there can be no 
holdouts. The famous remark of Benjamin 
Franklin when he warned the architects of 
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the American Revolution, “We must all 
hang together, or assuredly we shall all hang 
separately,” applies with equal force to the 
need for unity in facing the present “revolu- 
tion” in transportation. 


THE TRI-STATE COMMITTEE 


Joint action by the governors of Connecticut, 
New Jersey and New York created a 
Tri-State Transportation Committee on Au- 
gust 30, 1961, (Appendix C) and charged 
it with finding a solution to the critical 
transportation problems facing the metro- 
politan area of New Jersey, New York and 
Connecticut. The Governors, recognizing 
that many studies had been made in the past 
and that others were in process within the 
region, directed that the work of the Com- 
mittee be aimed at action and that the 
Committee consist of men responsible for 
making decisions in their separate juris- 
dictions. In order for the work to be initiated 
without delay, they directed that the Com- 
mittee’s central office be staffed by men 
furnished by the three States and that local 
cooperating committees (Appendix C) be 
organized in each of the States to bring 
about participation in the effort by all estab- 
lished planning groups and agencies. This 
has been done. It has been stressed that the 
program should be organized so that each 
State will be responsible for data collection 
and its own intrastate planning. The Tri- 
State Committee to coordinate the work of 
the States’ study groups and in addition be 
responsible for: 


(a) Interstate studies and planning; 

(b) Uniformity in study techniques and 
procedures; 

(c) Centralized data processing. 


Initial action by the Committee includes 
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identification of the region’s transport prob- 
lems, and an inventory of the data, material 
and resources available for the committee’s 
use. 


Illustrative of action to be undertaken is the 
following: 


1. Analysis of the economic and financial 
resources available to support a co- 
ordinated transportation system. 

2. Analysis of railroad and highway pas- 
senger transportation as to adequacy 
and compatibility as parts of an inte- 
grated regional transportation network. 

3. Analysis of freight movements by rail, 
highway, water and air looking toward 
a flexible, efficient system that can con- 
tribute positively to the region’s eco- 
nomic development. 

4. Analysis of the region’s airport needs, 
including short-haul taxi service, inter- 
mediate ranges and intercontinental 
requirements. 

5. Forecasting the impact of any proposed 
transportation plans on land use pat- 
terns in the region. 

6. Evaluation of methods, including tech- 
nological developments for improving 
the service and economics of mass 
transit. 

7. Study of methods and machinery to 
insure continuing intergovernmental 
cooperation on the region’s transporta- 
tion matters. 


The work of the Committee is expected to be 
financed from planning funds available via 
the Federal Highway and Housing Acts, and 
through participation by the states and coun- 
ties in the tri-state area. 


The objective of the Tri-State Committee is 
to develop among other things the frame- 
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work of a metropolitan transportation net- 
work for the movement of people and goods, 
as befits the world’s greatest port and its 
political capital. 


The Committee has employed an Executive 
Director and staff, acquired office space, 
has inventoried all study material, appointed 
a Cooperating Committee of county officials 
from each state and held numerous meetings 
since its formation. 


Preparing projects of either an experimental 
nature or that will demonstrate public use 
of mass transit facilities with varied rates 
and services, the results of which would 
have use and application in other sections 
of the country, has high priority on the Com- 
mittee’s action program. Two-thirds of the 
cost of these projects, if approved, will be 
financed under the previously described mass 
transit provisions of the Housing Act of 
1961. The Committee is preparing a num- 
ber of such interstate projects for early sub- 
mittal to the Federal Agency. Relocating 
stations now located in congested areas to 
undeveloped locations with good vehicular 
access and operating express service from 
these stations to the city or waterfront ter- 
minals will be tested. Projects expected to 
demonstrate use of mass transit facilities with 
reduced fares both during the commuter and 
mid-day hours will be developed. In prepar- 
ing applications for funds the Federal Ad- 
ministrators have warned that such funds 
cannot be used for major capital improve- 
ments. 


The New York-New Jersey Transportation 
Agency is now functioning within the frame- 
work of the Tri-State organization in order 
to consolidate the work of the interstate 
transportation agencies. 


REVIEW 


In Southern New Jersey the story of railroad 
passenger travel is told by the impact of high- 
way travel on one railroad—the Pennsy]l- 
vania-Reading Seashore Lines. No longer 
does the public evidence great interest for 
the service that once carried thousands of 
commuters on the web of rail lines extending 
eastward from Camden. In the last decade, 
Camden suburban communities have dou- 
bled and tripled their population; however, 
most residents now commute and shop by 
automobile or bus. Commonplace is the 
sight of miles of cars, trucks and buses 
inching their way along the roads leading 
to the Delaware River bridges, and the 
worst is yet to come when 13,400 persons 
now crossing the Delaware during the peak 
hours increase to approximately 20,000 by 
the year 1975. 


As a consequence, the PRSL in 1960, “gave 
up the ghost” and petitioned the Board of 
Public Utility Commissioners and subse- 
quently the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion for complete abandonment of its 
passenger service. Unsuccessful in an effort 
to forestall such action by the offer of a 
service contract to this carrier, our Railroad 
Transportation Division participated in both 
proceedings in vigorous opposition to dis- 
continuance of service essential to the needs 
of South Jersey residents and vital to the 
economic well-being of the area. 


To relieve the anticipated traffic snarls, the 
Delaware River Port Authority, operators 
of the two principal bridges, in 1961 recom- 
mended construction of a $57,500,000 rapid 
transit rail line to service an estimated 
57,000 daily passenger trips between Phila- 
delphia, Camden and South Jersey communi- 
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ties. While there was general agreement as 
to the desirability of the project, opposition 
developed as to the proposed route and its 
profile of construction. To give voice to the 
pros and cons of the proposal Governor 
Robert B. Meyner held a public hearing 
on July 5th, 1961, in Trenton, following 
which he asked the Division of Railroad 
Transportation to review in detail the sug- 
gestions and criticisms offered at the hear- 
ing. The efforts of the State were then 
directed toward reconciling the divergent 
viewpoints of the various interested parties 
concerning the location and elevation of the 
proposed facility. 


PHILADELPHIA-CAMDEN- 
KIRKWOOD RAPID TRANSIT 
PROJECT 


Eight separate studies were made between 
the years 1931 and 1949 mostly by consult- 
ing engineers, for the purpose of developing 
rail rapid transit between Philadelphia, Cam- 
den and New Jersey suburban communities. 


In 1935 a rail transit line was completed be- 
tween the City Hall area of Camden and 
Locust and 16th Streets in Philadelphia, 
utilizing the Benjamin Franklin Bridge to 
cross the Delaware River. 


Patronage of this facility has never ap- 
proached its capacity except during the War 
years because of the limited area it serves 
and the availability of other transport media. 


In 1951 and 1952 when the compact between 
New Jersey and Pennsylvania was executed 
creating the Delaware River Port Authority 
to succeed the Delaware River Joint Com- 
mission, Section 12 of the compact authorized 
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the Port Authority to develop rail rapid 
transit facilities in the Philadelphia-Camden 
area extending 35 miles into New Jersey 
from Camden. 


In 1954 the Delaware River Port Authority 
authorized a comprehensive transit study 
and a firm of consulting engineers was re- 
tained to execute the assignment. Its report 
in January 1956 recommended construction 
of three transit lines in the Camden suburban 
area including a tunnel under the Delaware 
River and a subway to reach mid-town Phila- 
delphia. The construction cost of the system 
was estimated to be $250,000,000. Support 
to carry forward such a program did not de- 
velop. Subsequently another consultant was 
engaged by the City of Philadelphia to 
examine the previous study. This resulted 
in a recommendation that piece-meal con- 
struction of the 3 routes be adopted, utilizing 
the existing bridge line to cross the Delaware 
River and the present subway system in 
Philadelphia as a city distributor. The later 
report also recommended proceeding with 
the line through Collingswood and Haddon- 
field first and extending it easterly to Kirk- 
wood as this route is indicated to have the 
greatest promise of being self-supporting. 


Following these recommendations a third 
firm was retained by the Delaware River 
Port Authority to review the Kirkwood line 
project. In general, the findings of the later 
report were supported, however, the latest 
analysis recommended eliminating all grade 
crossings, double tracking throughout and 
use of 3rd rail rather than catenary electri- 
fication. 


Financial advisors to the Authority then 
studied the feasibility of the Kirkwood proj- 
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ect based on the latest recommendations and 
outlined a financing plan. 


At its meeting of February 15, 1961 the 
Delaware River Port Authority unanimously 
approved a recommendation of its Trans- 
portation Committee that the Authority con- 
struct and operate the line to Kirkwood 
initially. A detailed report on the project 
was prepared and submitted on April 19, 
1961 to the Governors of New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania for their determination. 


Description of the Kirkwood Line 


The report of the Authority proposed a dou- 
ble-track completely grade-separated facility, 
using the present Philadelphia subway and 
Bridge Line tracks to Broadway Station in 
Camden, thence a new connection to the 
Pennsylvania-Reading Seashore Lines right- 
of-way in Camden, and over this right-of- 
way to the Kirkwood Terminal. The Seashore 
Lines to have one adjacent freight track. 
Trackage to be elevated above the present 
grade throughout much of the route to 
separate transit and highway traffic at the 
many intersections. 


Purchase of 82 air-conditioned, electrically 
operated high speed cars, seating 80 to 88 
each was proposed by the Authority’s con- 
sultant. 


Service in rush hours to be provided by 
6-car trains operating at 4-5 minute intervals. 
During the remainder of the day and in the 
evenings l1- and 2-car trains operating on 
8 to 15 minute headways to be provided. 
Six stations with parking facilities are pro- 
posed along the 10.7 miles of track east of 
Camden. 


Traffic Estimates 


Projections made by the Port Authority 
show that by 1975, without rail transit im- 
provements, 93% of the peak hour passen- 
ger trips between Philadelphia and Camden 
would be made by highway and that the de- 
mand would exceed the capacity of the 
present two bridges. Based on fares sub- 
stantially similar to those for bus travel (a 
minimum of 25¢ to a maximum of 40¢ for 
three zones) and schedules permitting 25% 
to 50% reduction in travel time compared 
with highway vehicles, the consultants pre- 
dicted a diversion to the proposed transit line 
of 58% of bus riders and 25% of person- 
trips by automobile. This would result in 
the rail line handling 57,000 daily passenger 
trips or 42% of a potential 138,000 trips 
by all means of transportation. 44,700 of 
the transit line passengers would be traveling 
interstate compared with about 14,000 daily 
Bridge Line passengers today. 


The engineers have estimated that construc- 
tion of the Kirkwood line would result in 
26% of all peak hour passengers using rail 
service to cross the Delaware River. Calcu- 
lations show the estimated diversion of travel 
from the highways to improved rail facilities 
would decrease by 2500 the number of 
vehicles now crossing the river during this 
hour. As the practical capacity per lane of 
bridge is 1200 vehicles per hour, the rail 
line — based on these projections — would 
provide two extra lanes to be used for more 
expeditious movement of vehicles and to 
accommodate annual growth. 


Financial Results 


It is anticipated that the annual revenue 
would be about $5,200,000 from the rapid 
transit system, partially offset by a $700,000 
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loss in bridge tolls. Operating costs are esti- 
mated at $2,200,000 based on similar rapid 
transit costs in Philadelphia and Cleveland. 
After allowing for a $3,000,000 participa- 
tion by New Jersey for grade crossing elimi- 
nations, capital costs total $44,600,000. If 
this total amount were to be entirely financed 
through a bond issue, it was found that 
the revenues of the Rapid Transit System 
would not produce a sufficient return to 
amortize the issue. Therefore, the financial 
advisors recommended that the Authority 
use $25,000,000 of presently available re- 
serve funds to reduce the amount of fi- 
nancing. An issue of $29,500,000 in 
30-year 442% bonds is proposed and is 
estimated would result in annual sinking 
fund and interest requirements of $1,822,000 
—a sum that is felt could be met by the 
contemplated $3,000,000 operating net in- 
come, although the financial advisors also 
suggest a secondary lien on other Authority 
revenues as additional protection for holders 
of these bonds. The $3,000,000 in State 
funds brings the total to $57,500,000. 


Objections 


Three principal groups have registered ob- 
jections to the Authority’s recommendations. 
First, the City of Camden which initially 
advocated a more circuitous route to serve 
industrial areas but is currently more con- 
cerned with the existing east-west railroad 
embankment in the City; second, those sub- 
urban communities who believe an elevated 
transit route would be detrimental to their 
future growth by limiting accessibility and 
downgrading the appearance of their areas; 
and finally by the principal bus operator of 
the area who states that with certain highway 


33 


Southern New Jersey 


improvements including the conversion of the 
bridge rail line to exclusive bus lanes and 
the construction of a new Philadelphia ter- 
minal, buses would be able to handle all 
public transportation needs at less cost than 
the proposed rail transit system. 


Other than providing some additional park- 
ing space, the Authority has not as yet ac- 
ceded to the request of the City of Camden. 
The suggested alternate routes have been re- 
viewed by the Authority and found to be 
unacceptable because of either (a) increased 
cost (b) longer running time and conse- 
quently fewer riders or (c) delay in com- 
mencing transit line construction. 


Several changes in the earlier recommenda- 
tions were made after discussions with munic- 
ipal officials. Stations were to be added at 
Collingswood and Westmont replacing one 
proposed at Cuthbert Road. These stations 
as well as additional trackage in Collings- 
wood, Haddon Township and Haddonfield 
were to be placed on viaducts to provide 
parking space underneath, to improve cross- 
flow of traffic and to eliminate partially the 
previously proposed embankments. All 
streets presently crossing P-RSL tracks at 
grade would continue to cross but would be 
grade-separated. In addition, one new pe- 
destrian and two new vehicular crossings 
would be provided making a total of one 
pedestrian and 19 vehicular and grade-sep- 
arated crossings. Eight of the vehicular 
crossings were not included in the consult- 
ant’s original report. The effect of these 
changes was to add some $5,400,000 to 
the cost and to raise the profile somewhat, 
although east of Collingswood only about 
50% of the track is over three feet above 
ground level. However, the Authority stated 
that a completely depressed line, as desired 
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by the communities, would boost costs as 
much as 100% for some sections. In addi- 
tion, a depressed roadbed would make serv- 
ing freight sidings along the route a more 
difficult and expensive operation. 


The Authority apparently dismissed the idea 
that buses could do the job. It seems to feel 
that only on private rights-of-way are 
schedule speeds possible which would be an 
inducement for automobile riders to shift to 
mass transportation services and also that 
trains with limited crews are the simplest 
and most economical way of handling large 
volumes of people. 


Discussion 


As directed, the Highway Commissioner and 
his staff carefully studied the proposal of the 
Authority, particularly with regard to the 
objections raised against it. In carrying out 
the assignment, they held meetings with pub- 
lic officials and other interested parties, made 
numerous on-the-ground inspections of the 
area and retained an engineering consultant 
for expert technical advice. Every recom- 
mendation was studied and every suggestion 
was explored. 


The City of Camden 


With regard to Camden, particular attention 
was given to the two proposals included in a 
report entitled “Rail Mass Transit—Impact 
on the City of Camden” prepared by the City 
of Camden, issued in July 1961. The first 
proposal recommended rerouting both the 
Kirkwood and Woodbury high speed lines on 
an elevated route to be constructed along 
existing trackage bordering the riverfront to 
Eleventh Street where new trackage would 
be built easterly to the Kirkwood line. The 
second proposal suggested rerouting both 


high speed lines in the median strip of the 
proposed North-South Freeway from the 
vicinity of Broadway Station south to Bulson 
Street where the new trackage included in the 
first recommendation would be laid. Both 
plans contemplated rerouting of Woodbury 
and Haddonfield line freight trains over the 
Broadway Station embankment bisecting 
the center of the city from Pavonia Yard to 
the former ferry slips thence along the river- 
front. Other proposals made were largely 
variations of these ideas, making use of the 
North-South Freeway or subway construction 
in differing degree. 


Subsequent to issuing the July 1961 report, 
the City of Camden advised that it was more 
concerned with the Broadway Station em- 
bankment above referred to running from 
about 10th Street to the waterfront parallel 
with Mickle Street than it was with the re- 
moval of the existing north-south embank- 
ments over which the Haddonfield and 
Woodbury lines are proposed to operate. 
The Division of Railroad Transportation in- 
vestigated: (1) how freight service to the 
Coopers Point Yard and other areas on the 
waterfront could be served without utilizing 
the existing elevated line; (2) how the rapid 
transit routes to Kirkwood, Woodbury and 
Moorestown could be effectuated and per- 
mit future removal of this embankment, and 
(3) how the plans could be changed to 
eliminate the need for the proposed third 
level structure at Division Street. 


The consultant developed an alternate route 
for freight service from Pavonia Yard to the 
waterfront area by proposing the construc- 
tion of a ground level, single track line fol- 
lowing the North Camden shore line from 
the point where the line crosses Cooper 
Creek thence north and westerly to meet 
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the existing rail facilities at Coopers Point. 
The cost of this new freight route was esti- 
mated to be $3,100,000 including removal 
of the existing elevated line. Camden officials 
have pointed out that much of the North 
Camden area is scheduled for residential 
redevelopment and expressed no enthusiasm 
for the plan. As a result, other alternatives 
are being studied. 


The plan for removing the Broadway Station 
embankment must give consideration to the 
trains from five suburban railroad routes 
that now utilize it to carry about 1300 rev- 
enue passengers in and out of Broadway 
Station on a weekday. Construction of the 
Kirkwood line will provide rail transportation 
into Camden, either directly or by transfer, 
for approximately 800 of these people now 
using one route and construction of the other 
two proposed lines would accommodate most 
of the remainder. However, until the latter 
is accomplished provision must be made for 
about. 500 revenue passengers daily as 
follows: 


i train — Trenton to Camden 
— about 45 passengers, 
2 trains — Pemberton to Camden 
— about 15 0 passenge 
3 trains — Millville to Camden _ 
: — about 240 passengers : 
1 train — Clementon to Camden 
— about 65 passengers 


The Pennsylvania Railroad has filed an ap- 
plication with the Division of Railroad Trans- 
portation to discontinue the Trenton trains 
and curtail the Pemberton service, while the 
P-RSL has petitioned the Public Utility Com- 
mission and Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion to abandon all of its passenger service 
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which includes the Clementon and Millville 
trains. The decision by the former allowed 
some reduction in service effective last April, 
whereas a decision by the latter is still 
pending. 


The consultant was able to develop align- 
ment and grade of the three transit line 
extensions from Broadway Station to Had- 
donfield, Moorestown and Woodbury in a 
manner that would permit the existing ele- 
vated route to be removed within the limits 
specified. These studies were also co-ordi- 
nated with the plans being developed for 
the North-South Freeway which is intended 
to cross under the existing rail lines in the 
vicinity of Center tower in Camden. Con- 
tending with the highway complicates the rail 
extensions on the one hand; however the 
highway may provide a solution to part of 
the problem on the other. 


Structure Elimination 


It is indicated that elimination of the orig- 
inally proposed third level structure at Divi- 
sion Street can be accomplished by (a) 
crossing the freight line from Pavonia to 
Woodbury over the Kirkwood high speed 
line in the vicinity of Center tower and con- 
tinuing this track on the west side of the 
Kirkwood line at the same level to Division 
Street where the Woodbury line branches 
off to the west, and (b) placing the proposed 
Woodbury high speed line in the median 
strip of the North-South Freeway to Morgan 
Boulevard. The Railroad Division is work- 
ing with the Highway Department Engineers 
to determine if initial design and construction 
of the North-South Freeway could receive 
Federal approval for a center median of 
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sufficient width to permit later installation 
of the Woodbury Line transit tracks. 


Officials advise that in Collingswood most 
of the residents have little interest in the 
project except those that live in the vicinity 
of the route—some of these people are op- 
posed to the transit line but request that if 
it is to proceed, that it be constructed as a 
“depressed” or below grade facility. 


In Haddon Township, spokesmen report the 
same sentiment. In Haddonfield stronger 
statements have been made by officials with 
regard to the general disfavor the people 
have for the project. Support for the Kirk- 
wood line has been expressed by many 
individuals, by municipalities east of Haddon- 
field and by several organizations. 


The Mayors of the three communities have 
suggested that the freight trains now using 
the Haddonfield Line be rerouted over other 
tracks. This, they believe, would alleviate 
some of the objection to the proposal, would 
reduce costs and make their request for a 
depressed route more reasonable. This sug- 
gestion has been investigated and it has been 
determined that with the exception of main- 
taining freight service to the Pine Street 
spur in Camden, freight service operating 
over the Haddonfield Line can be rerouted 
from Pavonia Yard to the Delair Branch 
thence over this branch easterly to Haddon- 
field where it joins the main line. This re- 
routing would eliminate freight movements 
over the transit route through most of Cam- 
den and all of both Collingswood and Had- 
don Township. 


The Pennsylvania Railroad advises however 
that present facilities at Pavonia Yard are 
not adequate to accommodate the additional 
movements that would be necessary under 


such an arrangement, and that a connection 
at the intersection of the Camden-Trenton 
route and the Delair Branch would have to 
be constructed. Since the railroad has noth- 
ing to gain by rerouting these trains and as 
a matter of fact may be somewhat worse off 
because of the possible loss of local freight 
revenues and the increased expense of op- 
erating these freight trains over a longer 
route, it does not feel that it should be re- 
quired to make the expenditures necessary 
to accomplish the rerouting. Rebuilding 
Pavonia Yard and construction of a con- 
nection at Delair has been estimated by the 
railroad to cost $5,300,000. With freight 
rerouted, the Port Authority would also pur- 
chase outright the present right-of-way, tracks 
and facilities of the railroad from Division 
Street in Camden to West Haddonfield as 
their use would be exclusively for rapid 
transit. The value of this route has been 
estimated to be $1,200,000. 


Haddonfield would gain none of the benefits 
of the freight rerouting plan and would 
have three elevated tracks through the city, 
2550 feet of which would be on a viaduct. 
The Pennsylvania Railroad has requested 
that the P-RSL track be designed for 
Coopers E 65 loading thus requiring a heavy 
structure to support its track. One of the 
advantages of viaduct construction over con- 
ventional earth fill is that it provides parking 
area underneath the structure. The added 
parking space is desirable but it appears that 
in this case it is being done at excessive 
cost. An examination of the maps available 
indicates that the topography through Had- 
donfield would permit construction of a de- 
pressed route. 


It should be mentioned here that all studies 
of the Kirkwood Line have assumed that no 
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local P-RSL revenue passenger trains would 
operate on the track adjacent to the transit 
line. However, it is expected that passenger 
service between the shore points and Phila- 
delphia will continue thus paralleling the 
transit tracks between Kirkwood and the 
Delair Branch in Haddonfield. 


Bus Service 


Improving mass rail transit will serve to 
relieve highway congestion in this area. Un- 
doubtedly bus volume could be increased, 
however, it is doubtful that any sizeable 
number of automobile riders would be per- 
suaded to use bus service and therefore no 
appreciable relief would be given to highway 
congestion. 


The Port Authority’s consultant estimated 
that 58% of present bus passengers within a 
prescribed “area of influence” would be 
diverted to the Kirkwood high speed line. 
In our judgment this estimate is high. The 
percentage saving in time may be great, 
but the number of minutes saved in travel 
time is small, particularly when weighed 
against the greater flexibility of origins and 
destinations by bus. 


Traffic Diversions 


The Railroad Division analyzed the findings 
contained in the Port Authority proposal 
and has reservations as to the estimates made 
of traffic diversion from other modes of 
travel to the rail facility. For the same rea- 
son as outlined above in connection with 
bus travel we believe the estimated 25% 
diversion from automobile ridership to be 
optimistic. Another controlling factor in 
determining volume will be the possibility 
of a joint fare with the PTC which might 
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retain the passengers now transferring at 8th 
and Market Streets in Philadelphia. Ap- 
proximately 20% of the estimated high speed 
line passengers originate in midtown Camden 
where the saving in time by rail will be under 
5 minutes. Unless a joint fare is instituted, 
we believe many of these passengers will 
choose to pay a single bus fare rather than 
two rapid transit fares to reach a destination 
in Philadelphia not convenient to the Locust 
Street route of the transit line. 


Coordination of Rail and Bus Service 


Students of transportation have stressed the 
need to have the public transportation modes 
complement rather than compete with each 
other. Commercial interests promoting rail 
rapid transit illustrate its operation by de- 
picting an attractive suburban rail station 
with buses discharging passengers who are 
required only to step across a platform and 
continue their journey to the central city 
by modern, fast rail transit. 


Let us, however, examine the realities of 
the situation. Suburban rail service, as now 
operated in South Jersey, provides little fi- 
nancial return for its owners. Rail manage- 
ment has emphasized that operation of 
commuter service cannot be self-supporting 
when travel at other hours is over the 
highways. 


The proposed Kirkwood Line is expected to 
be self-sustaining provided it is benefited 
by an initial grant of $25,000,000 from the 
Port Authority and gets other financial assist- 
ance totaling $6,000,000 for improvements 
in Philadelphia and New Jersey. Profitable 
operation can be accomplished if traffic 
projections are accurate—projections that 
forecast a 58% diversion from competing 
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bus lines and 25% diversion of person-trips 
by private auto to the rail facility. 


Obviously coordination of rail and bus serv- 
ice is desirable to the future of the Kirkwood 
Line—including operation of feeder buses 
and provision of joint rail-bus fares—yet 
some operators of the buses consider the 
thought of voluntary coordination as un- 
likely. It seems improbable that bus opera- 
tors will go out of their way to deliver 
passengers to the rail line rather than carry 
them through to their destination. 


In any event, construction of the rail line as 
proposed will undoubtedly affect bus line 
operations. Rather than the idealistic con- 
cept of coordinated transportation, competi- 
tion for passengers between the two modes 
is more than likely to increase. 


Conclusions—Camden-Kirkwood 
Transit Line 


1. A rail rapid transit system is desirable 
for many reasons, one of which is its 
potential for diversion of automobile 
riders and consequent saving of addi- 
tional highway construction. 


2. The approach of the Port Authority in 
utilizing to the maximum present sub- 
way, bridge and rail facilities is emi- 
nently sound. 


3. The proposed third level structure at 
Division Street in Camden can be 
avoided by crossing the Woodbury 
freight line over the Kirkwood high 
speed line at Center tower. 


4. The construction of the Kirkwood 
Line can be accomplished in such a 
manner that the Broadway Station em- 
bankment will be removed after the 


Delaware River freight service, now 
using the embankment is rerouted via 
the Woodbury Branch to a new con- 
nection in the vicinity of the Camden 
Brewery, and when use of the existing 
above-grade Broadway passenger sta- 
tion is no longer necessary. 


. The noise factor which has been of 
concern principally to those living im- 
mediately abutting the line can be 
alleviated by using welded rail con- 
struction and by the extensive use of 
cushioning between tracks, ties and 
car mountings. 


. Embankments and viaducts, both high- 
way and railroad, do exist without un- 
due harmful effects and it should 
also be remembered that this railroad 
route has served the area for many 
years. Changing the elevation of the 
tracks, either up or down, and operat- 
ing electric transit cars over the route 
should not cause a deterioration of 
values. 


. As the contour of the ground through 
Haddonfield lends itself to a depressed 
route, the Authority should re-evaluate 
the design through this community for 
the purpose of constructing a depressed 
route with adequate capacity for both 
P-RSL and Rapid Transit traffic. A 
depressed route is recommended as- 
suming its engineering feasibility. 


. Negotiations with the railroad have 
progressed and must be continued with 
the result that (a) will permit elimina- 
tion of freight movements over the 
transit route from Division Street in 
Camden to the Delair Branch junction 
in Haddonfield by supplementing ca- 
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pacity at Pavonia Yard, (b) will es- 
tablish the cost to the Authority of 
acquiring rights or title to the route 
between the same limits; and (c) will 
establish the cost to the Authority of 
either leasing or purchasing right-of- 
way between the Delair Branch and 
Kirkwood. 


9. Joint fare arrangements with the Phil- 
adelphia Transportation Company are 
essential to the profitable operation of 
the Kirkwood line and should be de- 
veloped before construction is com- 
mitted. Similar arrangements with the 
bus operators would also be desirable. 


10. The choice of a competent and reliable 
operator for the line should be made 
as soon as possible. 


11. In its report of April 1960 to the 
Governor and the Legislature, the Rail- 
road Division of the Highway Depart- 
ment stated that New Jersey has much 
to gain by the proposed rail rapid 
transit system for the Camden area, 
and recommended that $1,000,000 be 
made available immediately, followed 
by subsequent allotments totaling 
$3,000,000 for grade crossing elim- 
ination in connection therewith. 
$2,000,000 has already been appropri- 
ated and is being reserved for this pur- 
pose, with an additional $1,000,000 
being requested in the 1962-63 budget. 


Recommendations since approved by the 
Governors of New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
and accepted by the Delaware River Port 
Authority Commissioners, insure carrying 
out the conclusions stated herein. 
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GRADE CROSSING ELIMINATION 


HISTORY 


When railroad tracks were first laid in the 
State of New Jersey the motor car was 
merely a dream. Railroad builders had to 
contend only with protections for livestock 
and warnings to pedestrians when their 
right-of-way was laid across a public road. 
Today, the great increase in the number of 
highway vehicles and the speed of travel 
causes delay and congestion at these cross- 
ings. More importantly, each such crossing 
represents a potential source of loss of life, 
injury to people and damage to property. 


Over the years, as the movement of people 
and goods has shifted from the privately 
owned railroads to the publicly constructed 
highways, the responsibility for protection at 
railroad-highway crossings has slowly been 
transferred to the public. 


In 1913 the Fielder Grade Crossing law 
placed the full cost of constructing grade 
separations on the railroads; in 1930 the law 
was changed to reduce the railroad share to 
50%. In 1947 the public share of construct- 
ing grade crossings was increased to 85% 
and to 100% in the case of new State High- 
ways. In 1960 the railroads were relieved of 
all but 15% of the cost of enlarging grade 
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separation structures and improving or con- 
structing devices for protection at grade 
crossings. 


CURRENT STATUS 


Today the statutes specify that $2,000,000 
may be appropriated annually to provide the 
State’s share of improving rail-highway cross- 
ings. While this amount is material, for 
a number of years no appropriation was 
made. In 1960 the Public Utility Commis- 
sion made a comprehensive survey of rail- 
road grade crossings and determined that 
over 2300 such crossings still exist in our 
State. For New Jersey to continue to ignore 
the hazard that these crossings represent is, 
let’s face it, risking the lives of our greatest 
resource—our human beings. 


RECOMMENDATION 


The P.U.C. has orders outstanding for re- 
moval of grade crossings, however funds have 
not been provided to implement the orders. 
The Railroad Division recommends that for 
the next 5 years there be an annual appro- 
priation of not less than $5,000,000 for grade 
separation projects. 


APPENDIX A 


PASSENGER SERVICE 

CONTRACT PROGRAM 

Amounts paid to the carriers at the rate of 
2/2 cents per car mile for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1961 were as follows: 


Erie-Lackawanna .......... $1 993,513.02 
Pennsylvania... 1,401,851.55 
Jersey Central... 1,104,006.11 
New Jersey & New York 75,904.33 
Reading |... 12,095.57 

10IAL ... ti tit $4,537,370.58 


The first year contracts were in effect for 
less than the full fiscal year also the Lehigh 
Valley, the New York, Susquehanna and 
Western Railroads and the Pennsylvania- 
Reading Seashore Lines declined to partici- 
pate in the program, leaving a balance of 
$1,412,000 from the original appropriation. 
This balance was considered at the time 
that funds were requested to carry out the 
program for the 1961-62 fiscal year. The 
Appropriations Bill for the current fiscal year 
authorized expenditure of $5,650,000 from 
the highway construction program for rail- 
road passenger service contracts. [his 
amount, together with the balance remain- 
ing from the previous year, permitted 
the car mile rate for new contracts which 
commenced July 1, 1961 to be increased to 
33 cents.* The new contracts provide for 
continued passenger service through August 
29, 1962, and expand the one-day excursion 
reduced rates to cover not only trips from 
New Jersey suburban communities to New- 
ark and New York but also reverse direction 
travel. The amount that each carrier is ex- 
pected to receive this year is as follows: 


Erie-Lackawanna ............. $2,795,140 
Pennsyivania ............. 2,096,470 
Jersey Central... i“aia‘ “t.. 1 551,873 
New Jersey & New York .... 93,674 
Reading  .......... 17,975 

VOIAL $6,555,132 


* The rate on the New Jersey & New York Railroad 
remained at 27.2 cents. 
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APPENDIX B 


PASSENGER SERVICE 
DEFICITS—1960 

Rail service has been under Federal regula- 
tion since passage of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act in 1873. Out of this regulation 
has grown the requirement that railroads 
follow a Uniform System of Accounts in 
annually reporting their entire operations to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. Since 
1936 the carriers have been required to 
separate operating revenues and expenses be- 
tween their passenger and freight services. 
Revenues can usually be easily traced to 
their origins in either passenger or freight 
activities, whereas commission rules specify 
the direct assignment to each service of those 
expenses solely related thereto. Expenses 
common to both services are then allocated 
in the proportion that the common physical 
units of each service, such as gross ton-miles 
car-miles, train-miles, etc., bears to the total. 
The I.C.C. measure of a railroad’s passenger 
service deficit is the amount by which its 
solely related and common apportioned pas- 
senger costs exceed its passenger revenues. 


I.C.C. procedures produce only system-wide 
results for any railroad, with no division be- 
tween long haul and suburban or commuter 
traffic, nor any separation between States. 
Since we in New Jersey are primarily inter- 
ested in the financial results of passenger 
operations attributable to our State, the Di- 
vision of Railroad Transportation last year 
embarked on a program to draw up agree- 
ments with each railroad participating in 
the contract program which would enable 
the development of such information. 


The Division’s Certified Public Accountants 
first familiarized themselves with the physical 
and accounting practices of all carriers. In 
each instance key people were interviewed, 
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records were examined and each of about 
150 individual accounts carefully reviewed. 
Though inherent differences between carriers 
and their methods of accumulating data 
necessitated tailoring formulas to fit individ- 
ual cases, it was possible to establish a con- 
sistent basis for determining the New Jersey 
passenger deficit of each railroad by applying 
the following procedures to revenues and 
costs furnished the I.C.C.: 


1. Separating accounts at state borders 


2. Separating mail and express business 
from passenger accounts 


3. Allocating to New Jersey a share of the 
terminal operating costs in adjoining 
states based on percentage of passenger 
traffic originating in New Jersey using 
the facility. 


Service contracts now require the carriers to 
submit annually financial results so deter- 
mined. 


The Pennsylvania Railroad figure represents 
only the loss attributable to New Jersey 
suburban travel with the economics of its 
long haul traffic in New Jersey excluded; the 
1960 calendar year New Jersey passenger 
deficits for the railroads under contract were 
computed in accordance with these pro- 
cedures, as follows: 


Erie-Lackawanna _.............. $4,051,360* 


Pennsylvania .........5 7] 7,483,000 
Jersey Central 23. 2. 5,029,345 
Neo. & NYS 64 96,248 
Reading 2... 1/3,618 

TOTAL $16,833,771 


* Figured separately for Erie and Delaware, Lacka- 
wanna & Western Railroads January 1-September 30, 
then prorated to end of year. Merger of the two 
railroads was effected October 17, 1960. 


TRI-STATE TRANSPORTATION 
COMMITTEE 


CONNECTICUT 


Carl Lalumia, Executive Aide to the Gov- 
ernor 

Howard Ives, Commissioner of Highways 

Eugene Loughlin, Chairman, Public Util- 
ities Commission 

Graham Treadway, Chairman, Connecti- 
cut Development Commission 


NEW JERSEY 


Dwight R. G. Palmer, Commissioner of 
Highways (Governor's Representative) 

H. Matt Adams, Commissioner of Con- 
servation and Economic Development 

Otto H. Fritzsche, State Highway Engineer 

Herbert A. Thomas, Jr., Director, Divi- 
sion of Railroad Transportation 


NEw YORK 

William J. Ronan, Secretary to the Gov- 
ernor 

George A. Dudley, Director of Office for 
Regional Development 

James Felt, Chairman, New York City 
Planning Commission 

J. Burch McMorran, Superintendent of 
Public Works 

Arne C. Wiprud, Director of Office of 
Transportation 


STAFF 
Roger H. Gilman, Executive Director 


APPENDIX C 


NEW JERSEY STATE 
COOPERATING COMMITTEE 


Karl E. Metzger, Director of Middlesex 
County Board of Chosen Freeholders, 
Chairman 


Anthony Pepe, Director of Bergen County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders 


James McKenna, Director of Essex County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders 


John F. Lewis, Director of Hudson County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders 


Arthur Sypek, Director of Mercer County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders 


Joseph C. Irwin, Director of Monmouth 
County Board of Chosen Freeholders 


Everett Vreeland, Director of Morris County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders 


Robert A. Roe, Director of Passaic County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders 


Henry L. Fetherston, Director of Somerset 
County Board of Chosen Freeholders 


Jay A. Stemmer, Director of Union County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders 
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APPENDIX D 


ESTIMATED COSTS— 
KIRKWOOD RAPID TRANSIT LINE 
DELAWARE RIVER PoRT AUTHORITY REPORT 
Estimate by consultant ..$42,200,000 
Special construction work 
added by Authority in 
accordance with sugges- 
tions of local authorities 5,400,000 
Allowance for contingencies 5,400,000 


Total Construction Cost $53,000,000 
Financial Charges in connec- 


tion with bond issue .... 4,500,000 
$57,500,000 

Less payment by State of 
New Jersey .......... 3,000,000 


Net Cost to Authority. .$54,500,000* 


* Additional costs which would result from adoption 
by the Delaware River Port Authority of the con- 
clusions stated in this report are not included. 


APPENDIX E 


CONSULTANTS TO THE DIVISION 
OF RAILROAD TRANSPORTATION 
ENGINEERING 

Ford, Bacon & Davis, Inc. 

Gibbs & Hill, Inc. 

Louis T. Klauder & Associates 
ACCOUNTING 

Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. 


CONSULTANTS TO THE 
DELAWARE RIVER 
PORT AUTHORITY 
ENGINEERING 
Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Hall & MacDonald 
Louis T. Klauder & Associates 
Simpson & Curtin 
FINANCIAL 
Drexel & Co. 
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